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#tate of New Fersey

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

DIVISION OF HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT
John J. Trela, Ph.D., Acting Director

401 East State St.
CN o028
Trenton, N.J. 00825 :
ON ° 633 g 1408 x\
U.8. EPA, Region II QQ
K.J. Inovestigation and Complisnce Section \“
26 Yederal Placa LY

¥ew York, New York
Attention: Mr. Nigel Robinson, Project Officer
Gentlemen:

RE: Millington Asbestos Remsdial Investigation
Report Draft May 29, 1987

The NJDEP (Department) has reviewed the draft Remedial Invutiiltion
Report, Asbestos Disposal Sites, Morris County, New Jersey prepare or
National Cypsum Company, Dallas, Texas Sy Pred C. rt Associates Inc. and
subnitted May 29, 1987.

.———QGanszally the -Departaent found the report very thorough and comprehensive in

developing the stated purpose of the RI, as to determine the presence and
extent of asbestos and other contsaminants at the sites investigated.

Because of the detail in this report, each section should be preceded dy an
sxecutive summary that allows the reader to become familiar with salfient
points that ansver the purpose of the  investigation and arrive at the
consultant's conclusions, The text 1s too voluninous to be reviewed
properly and assimilated within standard review period.

Specific Comments:

1., The .d1fference between the two asbestos standards in water should be
discussed. When 1s the asbestos standard of 7.! milli{on fibers/liter
(PMCLG) appropriste and when s 30,000 fibers/liter (AWQC)
applicable; explain the connection between the latter standard and the
conclusion that the direct contact pathway is only a potential hazerd
in the surface wvater. -

2. Also, the report should discuss (recognize) the impacts of the various
contaninants that were identified on the ecosystem of the Creat
Svamps.
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"It does not appear that sufficient field blanks were taken to meet
NJDEP requirements; howvever, without complete chain-of-custody records
this deternination cannot de surs.

Page 3-16 Table 3-7 = The Department feels the common ranges for the
elements given are too broad. The maxisus values should de the N.J,
cleanup levels or the USEPA average range. (Also, hovw wers the aversge
range values (Table 3-7) calculated, since they are obviously not the
pedians of the valuss shown?).

Page 3-20 Table 3-8 - Values for beryllium, cadmium, mercury and silver
are bsyond the Department's cleanup levels. (Also, dates for blanks
page 3-20, ~21 sbould dbe August 27, 1986).

Page 3-21 Table 3-9 - Exposure and fiak sssessments should be done for
the pesticides Dialdrin, &=4°-DDT and Sndosulfan Sulfate
since, under propsr soil conditions and water cheaistry, they can leach
into ground water in excess of RJGWQC, N.J.A.C. 719=6.

Page 6-28 6.2.4.2 80il -~ NIDEP has ARARs for direct contact with
soils. See enclosed. The applicable level should be within the USEPA
or NJDEP clesnup objsctive whichever i{s more stringent. (Also enclosed
find NJDEP's Division Order Wo. 64 for ground water comparisons).

In the following incidences, the NKJDEP clesnup levels are exceeded:

Page 3-23 Tadle 3-10 cd, Hg

Page 3-29 Tadble 3-13 Cr, Hg, Wi

Page 3-67 Tadle 3-21 voc, Hg

Page 3-92,93 Table 3-31 B/N in samples 7, 10 and 12
Page 3-94 Tadle 3-33 4]

The Department does not recognise Preliminary Protective Concentration
Linits as groundwater standards. The Department’'s groundwater quality
standards are available in N.J.A.C. 7:19-6,

Page 6-122, Paragraph 6.6.1 Aflr - Alr borne asbestos fibers may become
a significant hazard st the White Bridge Road esite during dQusty
periods, 1.e., horseback riding, to both humans and animals.

Page 7-2, Paragraph 7-4 - The VOCs in potable wells PW-2 and PW-8
appear to bes 4in excess of the Department's interim action levels.
Please forwvard to the Department copies of the cited Appendices B and J
(not $ncluded in report) and all potable well data 4in order that a

potential problem at these wells can be sxamined.
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I1f you have any questiuns regarding these comments contact me at (609)
633-0701.

Yours truly,

S Y

Bdgar G. Kaup, P.C.
Case Manager

kav

. Enclosures

¢: D. Hart
$. Byrnes
P. Devlin
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Ground Water Cleanup Criteria

STATE OF MEV JRRSEZY STARDARDS AND CRITRERIA

The State of Wew Jersey publish i {n Octoder 1986 the Division Order No.
64, which describes the Departeeut's “revised policy for detersining ground
wvater corrective action criteria for Volstile Organic Tozic Pollutants™
(VOs). Such criteris are applicadle to all ground watar corrective
actions, rvegardless of che regulatory progras (RJPDES, RCRA, ECRA,
Superfund, Bnforcement, etc.) and the order allows the Division of Water
Resources the euthority to provide exzemptions to the criteris where
appropriste.

Under the order, Volatile Organic Toxic Pollutants as defined fia N.J.A.C.
7114A-1.1 ot sep., Appendix B, are divided into classes (A) carcinogens and
Table 2

(3) unon-carcinogens based upon current scientific consensus.

fllustrates WIDEP Groups A, 3-1, and B-2 VOs:

NJDEP Group A

+Table 2

NJDEP Group B-1

acrylonjtrile scrolein

benszene browofore

cardon tetrachloride chlorodensene
ehlorofore chlorodibromonsthans
1,2-dichloroethane chloroethane '
1,1-dichloroethylene 2-chloroethylvinyl ether
wethylene chloride ) dichlorobrowonethans
1,1,2,2=tetrachloroethane 1,1-dichloroethans
tetrachloroethylene 1,2-dichloropropane
trichloroethylens 1,3-dienloropropylene
vianyl chloride ethylbengene

141,2-2richloroethane - —.

wethyl browide

di (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate +~ sethyl chloride
: pmes ot o toluene | :

o 1,2-trans~dichlorggthylen
diethyl phthalste PO
(di-a-buthyl phthalate

NJDEP CGroup B~ lCL.
‘PPI]
1,1,1=trichloroethane

‘RPA Proposad

o Di(2-ethylhexyl)phthalaste [ eleo knowvn as bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate
end DERP) 1listed in Table 2 under NJDEP Group A and diethyl phthalate and
éi-n-butyl phthalate (didutyl phtbalate) 1listed in Tadle 2 under NJDEP
Group B-1, are not part of the chemicals regulated by the Division Order
Mo.64 of Octoder 1985, which descrides the Department's revised policy for
deternining ground vater corrective action criteria for Volastile Organic
Toxic Pollutants (VOs). These phthalates were added to the VOs listed in
Table 2 a0 "recowsended interis corrective sction criteria for phthalic
acid esters cowmonly found fa ground water™. The recosaendation was
included in a Memorandus fros the Bursau_of Ground Water Quality Management
dated April 17,1986, "Recowsendations are based on & toxicologicsl and
carcinogenic avalustfon by Dr. Shing-Pu Hsueh's unit, sssueing treatadilicy
and detection liwits for these phthalates are cooparadble to those for VOs.
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The aswdient concentration of any {ndividual coepound {n ®J DEP Group A
shall _hilliop in _ground water. 1In addition, the
exbient concentration of the sum of all compounds lieted in WJ DEP Groups A
and B-1 ghall uot exceed 50 parts per bdillion {a grouad water and any

compound {o the WJ DEP Group B-2 shall not exceed it's NCL fn ground wvater.
m R

D#icking Water Ioteriw Action Levels

The Nev Jersey Safe Drinking Water Act of 1977 requires the Departwent to
establish MCLs for hazardous contasinants found in New Jersey's drinking
warer {o eddicion of ecadusting iaitisl &ud periodic ctescing for nasardous
contsainants. Uoder the revised Bafe Drinking Water Act (A-280), the
Departuent has been obtaining snslyses of volatile orgenic pollutsnts {a
public wvater aupplies for aslsmost 8 year. Pending the estadlishment of
final sax{ouw contswicant levels (MCLs) by either Federal BPA or New
Jersey's Dricking Water Quality Institute, the Department has developed
Drinking Water Cuidance levels for fourteen orgsnic comwpounds (see Tadle
3). The ¥oew Jersey's Oriokiog Water Quality LInetitute curreatly {o
plenoing to publish, in the Wew Jersey Regioter, recoumended MClLe for
sizteen (plus orgsajce) organic cowpounds to request pudblic comments (see

section below). The Drinking Weter Guidance should serve only as guidance.

for potable water prodlems and not for genersl spplication {n do:enu\xng
acceptable levels {n other environsental medis.

The Drinking Water Guidance 1levels estadlished by the Departmest and
published o Janusry 1986, “consiet of four Ioteris Action Levels (IALs)

based on the concentratiow fu—Vrinkitgwvater dsnpled oT each of the

specified hagardous conteninant {ocluded {n Tadle 3. The renges of

concentrations established {a Level_I through IV gre health-based ousbers.
The developwent of the IALs by the Departsect's Office of Science and
Research was based on existing published guidelines end ostudies. 4
significant portion of the IALs fn Table 3 derives directly from US EPA's
Health Advisories and RMCLe.

The haszsrdous contasinsats have been grouped sccording to a Departmentsl
carcinogencity evaluation as either Group A, B or C.. Bach group represents
& Departmental cstegorisation bDased upon the weight of evidence of
carcinogeucity for esch hesardous contaminsnt 1isted. Group A refers to
knowa or probadble husan uu{nogou. Group 3 referes to possible human
catcincjgens, sud Group C refers to insusticient or oegative dun .\uihbh
on carcinogencity.

TAls for Croup A chesicals were derived froa quantitetive rvisk sssessaents
based upon availadle husen and animal cercinogencity studies. The maxisun
concentration in Llevel I for Group A §s the level that would result in
csucer in oo more then one {o oue sillion persons ingeszing that cheoical
for a lifetiwe. This wexisue coaceatretion in level IV for Group 4
utilises & one in tea thousand risk assessaent based ou a lifetisme

exposure. N

e
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. WEW JERSK{ DEPARTNENT OF ENVIROMMNTAL PROTGCTION

‘. SOMMARY OF APPROACHES TO SOIL CLEARUP LEVELS ..

-

(1)

(a)

(8)

()

DISCUSSION OF POSS1BLE APPROACRES

MJDEP hes {avestigated wmany possible approaches to estadlishing
cleanup objectives for contaminated soil {ocluding eclesnup to
buckground, clesnup to the snalytical detaction limits and cleanup to
4 riok essessment derived number. The Dezpartwent has also developed @
cleanup odbjective based on chedical class i.e. petroleuns hydrocardons,
base neutrals, etc.

Clesnup to Background has been considered for a nusder of coopounds.
Devaelopment of & clesnup objective based on beckground requires an
extensiva envirorwental Jdats base. This spproach cen only be epplied
to conpounds which are norrally fouod in oature. If it fs applicd to
anthropogenic ccmpounds the clesnup level could becowe “"sero”, which
if applied would actually ba the current lieit of detection of the
anelytical method in vee. A cleanup objective based on dackground s
deteimiaed by the range of conceatrutions observed on a epecific site
or bas=d on litevature valuss, This approach has been used to develop
clesnup odjectives for inorgaaic coopounds., It slec has been used for
petvoleun hydrocarbons, where #n “industriel" background {s
goneralis. 4 as 100 ppu. )

[ ]
Cleaaup levuls based on  analytical detection limits bhave been
considercd. 1In reality, tha rieanup objective Pecozes the limit of
detection of the snalytical =etiod, thus ths cleanup odbjective becomes ™
non-detectadble. This approsch is undesiradle because the 1limit of
dacaction of analytical xethods is a soving target. Curreat trends in
environmental aaslytical chemistey indicate that detection limits will
contiaue to Jecceasa to levale that ace likely to de bdelow those of
eavironaentsl or public heslth concein. This epproach {s further
conplicated dy tha fact thet in ey instences the wethod detaction
linfc i3 iofluenced dy e nature of the s6il and the presence of

ottir {atecfering e povnds,

—— - - A

-l"-.|l, Dd A.,‘ll\oh‘ (l’ .‘0271‘10003\\\'1!- CC?k r')nd‘o l' lpplilmoupouﬂds
Ghlch oceue uwaturally, ihia clazaup objactive could be vell belov the
tavald ueowally found in aascatacin: <d eavicerzeate,

ﬁue’hp{fs @ elasonn oni:er;vu Yuzud _en wothod datestfon lieite ehould

Risk ajzzszeont usthadelzzy has baen coneidered to Qstnb\llh cleanup
°bj'CllV 8 for ccntsciuatod soil. Tha use of risk agsessuwent has been
usad by vagulstacy ageacies to et blish standards and/or criteria foc
deiniag water and surfaca waters. A distinction s wade Dbetwsen
cavcinuging aad aoncavcino; nst.  Iu the case of carcinogens, it is
#ssuned that 0o theeshnld esisrs telcy which cancer does not davelop.
Thus, expusure to any dose rogardless of how soall, resulte in a

TO0 4gsgy
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cencer risk. For noncercinogens, on tlhe other hand, @ threshold °
existe below wvhich mo rezponte §s ebicrved, Thus' & "safe" dose
oxists, The numbute Ceveloped for visk based stendards/criterie can
range fros sul perte per billiou to bundredr of psrts per million,

yue uee of the risk eencdcornt to develop cleanuvp eriterie fo
contarinsted 00il veguire: thet 1) an exposur: pathwsy be defined iIn
Eeiwy 6! tae Ticquency rud dnration of exporure and 2) that ¢ suitable
toricology datalese cxisre for the chimicrl of concera. In the
ebeence of either of theee, the tiek ereescoent approsch eganot be
epplied correctly. VFhure there is uvncerteinty regarding the route or
extent of expoiure, the risk eassceewment should reflect these
vacertainties.

In gencral, conscrvstive woret céfe exposure scenarios are used in

developiua risk based etendardes or criterisa. Unfortunately, resl lfife

exposures may be Quite different than those used to develop the risk

bsred number., Thue & risk brsed nuaber w2y “overprotect" che

individugls bdcing expoted. This -can be evoided by developing o .
situstion apecific risk based cleanup criterion or by developing s

range of exposure ecenarior whicli cen be oselectively epplied to

specific eitvations. The wott conservative approach (and the least

tire consuping) is to use reesonsble vorst case exposure scenarios to

protect the wost sensitive individual likely to be exposed.

(D) Chemical class cleanup objectiveis have been considered for claseses of

Tovpounds.— Cleanup objectives which have been established for o closs e
of coopounds &re used as a surropste or ection level to indicate if a @
closer lock et the fudividuel chemicals cooprising the residue is o
varrantec. (=]
L Lo
(11) APFLICAYIC™ OF CLBLFUY APL NZoNPA TN RIDIP PRLCOAMS
- = e b AL+ e -.—- Lo e ———— s gy 8
Suil cleenup obiectives bave been developed for fndividual cowpou =
Tenpound.clesses bergd on articipéted Packsround or Fisk sesesszent. 1In
general, the Departoent attewpts to cstablish a soil cf::nup Tevel thats
- protects human health from direct contact . e
- .. n

= ° protects ground water quality fror degradstion due to leaching e
- protects surface water quality (in situations when transport of '°
contevinated s#0il to surface water ies a poseidility) .

- addresses air {mpacta vhen appropriste. nxgc'”z ~e

w RS
i
(A) Inorganic compounds = Cleanup objectives for wetals have been .-’ '\
established based on expected dackground concentrations in New Jersey bt

soils. The cleanup objectives sre generally 1 to 3 tioes background  \°
depending on the rvange of concentrations observed, toxicity, and
wobility. Table 1 sumnsrizes New Jersey background, United States
background and soil clesnup objectives, The cleanup objectives
applies st & specific site way be different than those listed in Tadble
1 depending on site specific factors. These exceptions norsslly allow
‘higher levels to remain on site. These situstions includer (1)



(»)

availability of information which indicetes so0il background onsite is
difterent than values 1lsted {n Tadle 1, (2) repested contavination {s
inevitadble (espeacially pertsining to lesd near highways), (3) o
contamination prodlea ip ares-wvide, and (4) "the contasination {s
addreseed in the 2lesnup plan (i.e. encapsulation),

Organic contawinants = Clesnup objectives for {individual organic
cospounds have been developed based on risk a:sessnent uathodologies,
A wvorst case sofil {ngestion wmodel has Dbeen used to calculate an
acceptable soil contseinent level (ASCL) to protect {ndividuals frow
direct contact (Attachwent 1), The ASCL {s then compered to
enalytical esethod detection liwits to determine {f the calculated
concentration can be wessured eccurately. 1f the riek dased criterion
fs bdelow the wmethod detection limit, the wmathod detection 1lfiwit

becoses the cleanup objective,

The Depertoent is currently reviewing ocdeles for tramapnrt thiongh the
unsaturated sone to {dentify those which would be euitsdls o
calculate the concentration of a chemical that could remzain {a the
soil coluen and protect ground watar quality if leaching wire to
occur., In the Interis, acce;?adle soll contewinaut levala to pinteect
ground water quality are’ based on scicatific judgenent. The chruaical
and physical propertins of the contaminant(s), soil charactarierics,
hydrogeology and naturs of the aquifer ere considered.

‘Risk Assessment has been used by the New Jersay Division of Narardous

Site Micigation (DHSM) to develop an acceptable soil contevinant lavel
for PCBe besed on direct contact. (Transport to ground water -as
considered {nsignificaat since PCBs bind atrongly to soile.) A risk
assessment utilising & worst caese lifstize ¢oil ingestioa d&ccnario
indiceted the individusl could ke exn-:cad to so0il ccatavinarad with
2724 ppb of PCBe without exceeding & ona~in-a-qillion lifetive cincec
riek due to the exposure., The liwit of Jdetection of PC2e in 30il
using current analytical wethods is 3.3 ppe. Ta ceality 5 ppa or
above can be detected with coafidence. Thue tha accegptghla anil
contaminant level (based on analycical methods) a8 S ppu. 1a
situations where the potential for children to cowa {n contact with
soile fo high (f.a., patks, schoclyacds, diy-cate centers, vrufdenrial
areas), 3 ppe 1ls aot adequate to pratact health, ard & cleanuy
objective of 1 ppam should Dba conefderad ia spite of the lihsvane
uncertainty with regard to quanti{ficstion,

This risk assessumant approach {s surasarfsod ia @ eoncapt  papar
entitlad Caleculoation of Cleawsp lc:ala foc Coutaninatad  .ils,
recently preparsd by pHSH., The appro-vh sutlined ia che d)\n"adt is
conposed to two stepsi (A) sel ction uf chenicals of coacara and ()
calculation of “acceptadle «¢nil  couteninant  lavels to  protant

.iadividulll from direct contect and to protect grouud witer aad

surface wvater quality, This approach has taea uvied to cank and

calculate lCCCpt&bl. sofll contawtinant tewala for 21 coqpounde «hich
iaclude PCBs, cilorinated solvents, nuichlovinatad salvaats, phoaals,
pclycyclicaromatie bydrocarbons, aad phthaletes. fha appreach «ni

\
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(c)

(111)

developed {n-house and hes not go:n through &n eateinal poer revieo,
¥.ny of the equations present.d in the poper ere not currently uced to
dcvelop scceptadle sofl cleanvp lev:ils but cre wscd to jdentify
environoental concerns end assist in decision -®aving, Thn documant
vill undergo & critical review bifore it fe wext frecely. DPHSZ i
fivslicing & request for proyeerl to hire @ conrultant to tevicu
critique, end refine the epproech doveloped by PuSH,

C I, samew action levely bave beco developrd fo1 veletide orgenfce,
base neutral extractables, ané petrolevs Lydrocortone as ehova bolear,

Velatile Orgenice 1 ppn

Base Neutrals 10 ppe

Petroleun Hydrocarbons 109 Py

c*,u /CV&,C

These asugsscetes are unually conservatively set RO SEtrVE--86 -8R
indieator—os—"ved £1a3" to point ouvt the need for further ettention,
This epproach allows ctnff not treined 3. touicology te determiue vhern
the assistoncy of toxicologist/environuental chesist is nerded. 1n
general, unséﬂ* levels are not cleanup nu: bders, but they tovld be

in certafin sitvations.

Chenical class cleanup objectives have been set for petroleuvm
hydrocarbons at 100 ppuse (Thia wee assumed to bte "industricl
background"), The sctusl soil clesnup nuabcr vey very depending on
the chexicel constituents present in the petroleum residue, Levels
greater than 100 ppo may be acceptadle if the residue 19 codprised
meinly of noatoxic chemicals, while a level lese than 100 ppm way be
varranted if the residue is cooprised woetly of beu.ene end/or the
carcinogenic polynuclear sromatic hydrocardons,

sy

This sttempts to summarize the Departoent's position on the development and
application of eo0il cleanup criterie. The eapproach ey bde revised or
exposure assessdent ond rvisk assescwent wethololeogies develop. The Kiw
Jerscy Departwent of Environmentel Protection, Division of Hazardoue Site
Mitigation may be contacted for updated {oforwmation,

April 1987 .

\

LWIWN 31SUM 40 Ld3@ [Nx E0O4 G200 10/60 L8

T00 dS¥v¥

€090



| TABLE 1

| | .»

| N.J. v.s. NJDEP Tive edove
. Background Backgrouad Clesnup NJ Background
(ppe) (ppo) Objective
' (ppu)
Arsenic N.A. 1.1 = 16,7 20 W.A,

? Barium N.A. 10 - 1,500 (290)° 400 N.A.
Berylliva  M.A. a - 7 (0.35)° 1 ¥.A
Cadmium 1 -4 0.01 - 1 3 1
Chromium $ -~ 48 1 -1,500 160 2
(total)

Copper 0.3 - 3.6 2 - 200 170 3

Lead 1 - 180 7 - 200 250 = 1000  w.a.

Mércury N.A. 0.01 - 4.6 1 N.A,

Nickel 11.1 - 86.5 8 - 850 100 1

Seleniun 0.01 - 4¢ 0.01 = $ s 1 .

Silver N.A. 0.01 - 5 S ¥.4.0
T — 45~ 168 10 - 3000 350 2

8. Data fronm Stepﬁon Toth or Harry Maotto, Cook College, Ruigev:
University ’ :

-

b. Background {n Eastern United Scales oorly. WNuaderg {u parzathi:cs ara
the oesn concentrations.

c. Agricultural soils {n ¥.J.

d. The lead cleanup objective is not repirseniativy of whgguand
concentrations. It 1s based 02 a risk sgsrainzat that a-3 been
cotpleted by N.J, CD.partment of Healch,

L . ‘e
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Griclnogent

Tl ) em

poti, w (ecceptetle canrer Tick) ) 1000 r/kg

’ » - -l e s -

(carcinopraic potency)

scceptable c-.‘.\&.r viok o 1 x 107

1000 g/kg v Couverelon fector

lifetime everage daily soil inteke = 0.0028 g/kg/day

ASCL * Accepteble s0il contenduant level

Vel tes e

ascL = ADI (mg/day) x 1000 (g/kg) » BV
8011 Intake (g day

ADI = Acceptable daily intake
Soil intske = 2.5 g/day

BW = body weight adjustment factor

(T gotice cveTepe daily P01l Lntake)

D4 bmd 44 .
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